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General Instructions: This test has three parts. Do each question in each part, as 
instructed below. 

Part I 

For each proposition below, indicate whether it is true or fals^. (2 marks each) 

1. All valid arguments are entailments. 

2. f A logically necessary truth is entailed by any set of pro 


3. -T An argument for the denial of a respondent’s thesis is 
if the argument is obviously sound. 


(positions. 

strong refutation of the thesis. 


4. F It is impossible for a valid argument to have a true conclusion and a false premiss. 


5. If a questioner in a dialectic proves that one of the res] 

arguments for his or her thesis is unsound, then necessarily the qij 
refuted that thesis. 


6. F Every argument that is not truth-functionally valid is simply invalid. 

ire or less informative than any 


7. F Every direct answer to a complex question is either mo: 
other one. 

8. F If a questioner asks a question without first asking and 
questions, then necessarily he has committed the fallacy of askind 


9. ~~Y~ A truth-functional negation is a complex proposition that satisfies the following: 


i) It has exactly one immediate component 

ii) In the case that its immediate component is simply true 
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ge 



pendent’s given deductive 
estioner has at least weakly 


receiving answers to prior 
a complex question. 


the complex is false 


1 



iii) In the case that its immediate component is simplyfalse, the complex is true. 

& iv) In the case that its immediate component is neither simply true nor simply false it is 
false. 

10. ~~T Direct answers to a question are consistent with the presuppositions of the question. 


Part II 

For each of the arguments below indicate which, if any, of the two types of fallacy below it 
contains. If it does not contain a fallacy of either type, then write “None”; otherwise write 
the name of the fallacy. (2 marks for each question) 

Ad Ignorantium Fallacy Fallacious Complex Question 

a) We can’t prove or refute the thesis that God exists. So we will probably never know whether 
God exists. 

N) ov\€L • 

b) Solipsist: I don’t think that anyone can prove with mathematically certainty that the external 
-world exists. So the only thing that exists, I think, is myself. 

Common Sense Philospher: How can you believe that, given that you are addressing me as if I 
exist? In any case, no one needs proof that the external world exists, since the existence of the 
external world is presumptively evident in almost any thing one consciously does. 

• •ef'Probably, no one can prove or disprove that there are infinitely many twin primes (i.e. pairs of 
primes differing by 2 - e.g. 5 and 7). The beAexplanation for this is that the statement lacks the 
content of a meaningful proposition. So^KTstatement is probably neither true nor false. 

clfev\ ^ 

d) Fatalist: The future is already determined 

Libertarian: Why do you think that the future is already determined? 

Fatalist: Since God foreknows everything. 

Libertarian: And why. on eartfi.jlo-^ou-bdjej,:e...sLuTi-an a hsnrd doctrine as that? 

■Gd\nt\ou4 

e) Some truths are self-evident in themselves. For if every truth needed to be demonstrated to be 
evident, demonstration itself would be impossible, which is absurd.. 

Monfi., 



Part II 

Using the given propositional letters, ‘A’, ‘B’, and ‘C’, to sym 
are truth-functionally simple and using only the symbols for ti 
conjunction, ‘A’, inclusive disjunction ,‘V’, implication, ‘=>’,; 
symbolize each of the arguments below and then construct a ti 
whether it is truth-functionally valid. (10 marks for each ques 

Pit , 

a) It is not true thaw although Bruce Springsteen is singing in suppi 

^ C: 

But Bruce Springsteen is singing in support of Kerry. So Bush wc 

Svmbolization Scheme (No more than three labels are needed.) 

A: '<> Y.Zr’c'j 

B: w\\ Wwn . 

Svmbolization of the Argument 

(Pi) ~(AaX / 

(PZl A 

3 

bolize only propositions that 
ruth-functional negation, 
and equivalence *=’ 
ruth-table to determine 
ition) 

jrt for Kerry, Bush will win^ 

>n’t win. 
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(£) ~ ti ^ 

Truth-Table Analysis of the Symbolic Argument 
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Truth-Table Analysis of the Symbolic Argument 
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